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FOR COMMISSION AGENDA 
 
TO:  The Commission  

FROM:  Robert Norcross, Administrator 
Carol Stemrich, Assistant Administrator 
Jolene Sheil, Director, Focus on Energy 
Gas and Energy Division 

 

RE:  Quadrennial Planning Process II 
 
Supplemental Memorandum Regarding Goals 

5-FE-100 

 
Suggested Minute: The Commission directed Gas and Energy Division staff to draft an order 

in accordance with its discussion. 
 
Background 

By Notice dated July 3, 2013, the Commission opened an investigation to evaluate 

energy efficiency and renewable resource programs and to determine their appropriate goals, 

priorities and measurable targets.  The Commission opened the Quadrennial Planning Process II 

docket by its authority under Wis. Stat. § 196.374(3)(b)1, which states: 

At least every 4 years, after notice and opportunity to be heard, the commission 
shall, by order, evaluate the energy efficiency and renewable resource programs 
under sub. (2) (a) 1., (b) 1. and 2., and (c) and ordered programs and set or revise 
goals, priorities, and measurable targets for the programs.  The commission shall 
give priority to programs that moderate the growth in electric and natural gas 
demand and usage, facilitate markets and assist market providers to achieve higher 
levels of energy efficiency, promote energy reliability and adequacy, avoid adverse 
environmental impacts from the use of energy, and promote rural economic 
development. 

In its open meeting of July 10, 2014, the Commission made preliminary determinations 

on Quadrennial Planning issues related to program design, evaluation approaches, and program 
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priorities for the statewide energy efficiency and renewable resource program known as Focus 

on Energy (Focus).  The Commission’s determinations are summarized in Appendix A.  Because 

these determinations would impact the Commission’s ability to set appropriate goals and 

measureable targets, decisions regarding those aspects of the planning scope were scheduled to 

be separately addressed in the Commission’s meeting of July 22, 2014. 

This memorandum addresses two issues related to the determination of Focus’ goals for 

the 2015-2018 quadrennium.  First, the memorandum offers alternatives for the Commission to 

determine Focus’ overall savings goal.  To inform these alternatives, Commission staff reviewed 

all preliminary determinations made by the Commission and assessed their potential effects on 

program savings achievement.  Commission staff also identified other changes to the Focus 

program and to Wisconsin markets that could potentially increase or decrease achievable savings 

during the quadrennium.  Because the effects on savings from these changes are frequently 

uncertain, Commission staff developed multiple alternatives that reflect the potential range of 

these effects on savings achievement.  The Commission can select the alternative that it believes 

most accurately reflects the aggregate effects of all identified issues on Focus’ overall savings 

potential.  This will allow the Commission to set a goal that encourages the program 

administrator to maximize Focus’ energy savings outcomes, while also taking into account the 

constraints the administrator will face in obtaining savings. 

Second, the Commission must also determine whether specific energy goals should be set 

for kilowatt-hour (kWh), kilowatt (kW), and therm achievement, or whether an overall energy 

goal should be set that allows the Focus program administrator some flexibility over the mix of 

kWh and therm savings used to meet the goal.  This memorandum recapitulates the background 
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and alternatives that were initially presented in the Commission staff memorandum of June 4, 

2014. 

In making final decisions on planning issues, the Commission may also want to revisit 

two of its preliminary determinations to ensure they clearly reflect the Commission’s intended 

approach towards renewable energy projects.  First, the Commission directed staff to develop 

alternatives for implementing differentiated on-peak and off-peak kWh incentives for the Focus 

renewable energy program, subsequent to a forthcoming research report on biogas storage.  

Second, the Commission directed that a portion of Focus’ undesignated funds be used for a dairy 

digester facilitation initiative.  While both of these decisions involve the provision of incentives 

for renewable technologies, the Commission also made a separate preliminary determination to 

discontinue renewable incentives and instead implement a renewable energy loan program. 

Focus Goals for the 2011-14 Quadrennium 

 The Commission determined in the 2010 Quadrennial Planning process that Focus’ 

energy savings goals should be based on the net first-year savings that can be directly attributed 

to the influence of Focus programs.  The Commission also determined that two different 

calculation methods were appropriate for setting the program administrator’s contract goals.  

First, because net savings are difficult to measure and involve variables outside the 

administrator’s control, the Commission directed the administrator’s goals to be based on the 

total gross savings verified for all program activities.  Second, the Commission established 

lifecycle contract savings goals that reflect all savings achieved over the lifetime of installed 

measures, in order to signal the program administrator to prioritize measures that provide savings 

over long periods. 
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 To set the Commission’s quadrennial net savings goals, Commission staff identified the 

first-year kWh, kW, and therm savings achieved in 2009, Focus’ most successful year to date; 

multiplied those savings by four to fit a quadrennial timeframe; and increased those figures by 

10 percent.  To reflect the Commission’s determination that peak demand reductions should 

receive less emphasis than energy savings, Commission staff then reduced the calculated kW 

savings goal by 25 percent.  These calculations established net first-year savings goals of 

1,816,320,000 kWh, 335,080 kW, and 73,040,000 therms.  To determine gross lifecycle contract 

goals for the program administrator, Commission staff adjusted the Commission goals using 

net-to-gross ratios from the 2010 Focus evaluation report and the expected lifetimes of all 

technologies offered through the program. 

Goal-Setting Considerations 

 The Commission did not revisit how energy savings were to be quantified during this 

Quadrennial Planning process.  As a result, net first-year savings will continue to be used for 

setting Commission goals, and gross lifecycle goals used for setting the program administrator’s 

contract goals.  The Commission made preliminary determinations affirming that energy savings 

should continue to receive greater emphasis than peak demand savings, and that Focus’ existing 

approach for calculating lifecycle savings can be maintained. 

 Based on those decisions, Commission staff believe it is reasonable for the Commission 

to continue setting net annual goals that require the program administrator to exceed historical 

performance by a specified percentage.  As noted, the current goals seek a 10 percent increase in 

kWh, kW, and therm savings over Focus’ previous peak performance.  In considering how to 

adapt this approach for the 2015-2018 quadrennium, there are several options for determining an 
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appropriate historical performance baseline and the amount of increased savings that can be 

expected of the program. 

Setting a Historical Baseline 

 Goals for the present quadrennium were set by identifying savings during the program’s 

single highest-performing year, 2009, and extrapolating that performance over a four-year 

period.  This single-year approach was used in large part because the program had not previously 

operated on a quadrennial planning cycle.  The planning process was established in 2005 

Wisconsin Act 141 (Act 141), and 2010 was the first planning cycle carried out under the statute.  

The Commission could continue to use this single-highest-year approach by referencing Focus’ 

savings achievement during 2013.  It should be noted, however, that Focus had a budget of 

$113 million in 2013, due to approximately $20 million in carryover from 2012.  Current 

projections are that annual program funding levels throughout the 2015-2018 quadrennium will 

be approximately $92 million. 

 Another available option is to set goals based on total savings achievement during the 

present quadrennium.  Using a four-year figure would simplify the calculation process by 

allowing more direct translation of the new goal from the existing goal.  This approach would 

also reflect that the same program administrator will be operating a largely similar portfolio of 

programs during the 2015-2018 quadrennium.  However, because the current quadrennium is not 

yet complete, use of this baseline would require the Commission to make assumptions regarding 

savings achievement during the final six months of 2014.  In lieu of total savings achievement, 

the Commission’s four-year goals could be used as the baseline.  The assumptions regarding 

achievement in the final six months of 2014 are particularly important in helping the 

Commission assess whether a four-year baseline should be based on existing goals or on 
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expected performance.  If final savings are close to the existing Commission goals, it could be 

reasonable to use the Commission goals.  If performance is expected to significantly exceed or 

fall short of the goals, then using projected outcomes would more accurately reflect Focus’ 

historical savings achievement. 

 Table 1 shows Commission staff’s projection of the program’s year-end compliance with 

Commission savings goals, under the assumption that savings achieved during the final six 

months of 2014 will exceed by 20 percent savings achieved during the first six months.1  This 

projection aligns with the program administrator’s estimate as well.  The table suggests that the 

program will meet its electricity savings goal, but fall short of its goals for peak demand savings 

and gas savings.  However, it is also possible that final performance could vary from these 

projections. 

Table 1 Projected Savings Compared to 2011-14 Commission Goals 
 

 Projected Savings Commission Goal Percentage of Goal 
kWh 1,858,385,207 1,816,320,000 102% 
kW 271,710 335,080 81% 
Therms 66,879,763 73,040,000 92% 

Commission Alternatives 

Commission staff developed three alternative definitions of the historical baseline for the 

Commission’s consideration.  In selecting an appropriate alternative, the Commission should 

consider how selection of a baseline would interact with its choice of a percentage increase over 

the baseline, which is addressed in the following section. 

Alternative One would use the savings achieved during Focus’ peak year of 2013, 

multiplied over a four-year period.  This approach would maintain consistency with the methods 

1 Monthly savings achievement in Focus tends to peak during the final months of the year.  One major factor is that 
program incentives generally change on January 1, which motivates program participants to submit applications 
before incentive levels change or incentives are discontinued for certain technologies. 
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used to set the Commission’s current quadrennial goal.  Because of the one-time program 

funding applied during 2013, selecting this baseline could result in an increase in goals that is not 

consistent with the funding levels available to the program administrator during the 

quadrennium.  This baseline would have a particular upward effect on the kWh goal, increasing 

the goal by more than 600 million kWh over the 2011-2014 goal before any percentage increase 

is applied. 

Alternative Two would use the program administrator’s projected quadrennial net 

first-year savings, as outlined in Table 1.  This would result in a baseline approximately 

consistent with the Commission’s 2011-2014 kWh goal, but would result in lower baselines for 

kW and therms that are more closely comparable to the baselines used to set the 2011-2014 

goals.  This alternative would be appropriate if the Commission believes current performance is 

the most reasonable baseline for seeking improvements in future performance.  However, this 

calculation relies on projections that may or may not accurately reflect final savings achievement 

at the end of this quadrennium. 

Alternative Three would use the 2011-2014 quadrennial goals as a baseline.  Of the three 

alternatives, this would result in the lowest baseline for kWh savings, due to the program 

administrator’s progress towards achievement of the current quadrennial goals; the highest 

baseline for natural gas savings; and a kW goal greater than projected performance, but lower 

than extrapolated 2013 performance.  This alternative would be appropriate if the Commission 

believes a primary purpose of setting the goal should be to encourage the program administrator 

to exceed previous performance expectations.  It is unclear whether this goal will reflect the 

program administrator’s final performance during the current quadrennium. 
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Alternative One:  The historical baseline for determining the Commission’s 2015-2018 

quadrennial net first-year savings goals will be calculated by multiplying Focus’ calendar year 

2013 net first-year savings over a four-year period. 

Alternative Two:  The historical baseline for determining the Commission’s 2015-2018 

quadrennial net annual savings goals will be the program administrator’s projected net annual 

savings achievement during the 2011-2014 quadrennium, as outlined in this memorandum. 

Alternative Three:  The net annual savings goal for the 2011-2014 quadrennium will 

serve as the historical baseline for determining the Commission’s 2015-2018 quadrennial savings 

goals. 

Pursuing Increased Savings 

 The goal for the present quadrennium sought to increase performance by 10 percent.  In 

determining an appropriate increase for the 2015-2018 quadrennium, the Commission should 

seek to set goals that encourage the program administrator to maximize Focus’ energy savings 

outcomes, while also maintaining realistic goals that takes into account the constraints the 

program administrator will face in obtaining savings.  The Commission can consider several 

factors that could increase or decrease any savings the program could achieve during the next 

quadrennium, compared to the current quadrennium.  These factors include preliminary 

determinations by the Commission that will change current program practices, and other factors 

related to program operations, program policies, and the status of the markets for energy 

efficiency and renewable energy technologies. 

 At least three factors could decrease the program’s savings potential during the 

2015-2018 quadrennium. 
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• Wisconsin’s residential and commercial building codes may be updated.  Code 

updates could establish higher efficiency requirements for building construction and 

installed technologies.  This could result in an increase in the standard efficiency 

available in the market as a whole, thereby limiting the amount of savings Focus 

could achieve.  The magnitude of these effects cannot be predicted because no 

information is currently available on whether code updates will be completed, when 

any updates would be implemented, or the content of any new requirements.  

However, any implemented changes could be significant, as neither current code 

has been updated in more than five years. 

• Savings potential for key residential technologies may diminish.  Focus achieved its 

highest level of residential kWh savings in 2013, largely driven by its incentives for 

compact fluorescent light bulbs (CFL).  However, savings available from CFLs 

have already decreased in 2014 due to the continued phase-in of stronger federal 

lighting standards.  It is possible that newer lighting technologies, such as light 

emitting diodes, may offer renewed opportunities for significant electricity savings 

going forward, but their savings potential remains uncertain at this time.  

Residential therm savings are currently being driven in large part by high demand 

for furnaces resulting from the extremely cold temperatures experienced during the 

winter of 2013-2014.  While furnaces will remain a significant part of the 

residential portfolio, it is unlikely that current levels of demand could be sustained 

throughout the next quadrennium.  On the other hand, more general demand for 

gas-saving technologies could increase going forward if gas prices continue to 

increase from the low levels experienced during the present quadrennium. 

• Commission staff are currently analyzing a potential policy that would prohibit 

Focus from offering incentives for measures that solely achieve off-peak electricity 

savings, such as street lights.  Such a policy is being considered to ensure 

consistency with Commission policy that Focus pursue both energy and demand 

savings.  If implemented, this policy would remove one option the program 

administrator currently has for maximizing kWh savings.  Outdoor lighting 

measures currently account for approximately 1 percent of annual Focus savings, 

which provides one measure of the savings affected by such a policy.  Because the 
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funds currently spent to incent those technologies could be redirected to other 

technologies, it is likely that the overall savings impact would be lower. 

Four other factors could increase achievable savings during the quadrennium. 

• The Commission made a preliminary determination that the program can claim 

credit for energy savings associated with reduced water use.  Historical data on 

water savings factors and eligible projects suggests the policy may have an effect 

equal to less than 0.2 percent of annual kWh achievement.  This estimate likely 

represents the low end of the potential range of savings outcomes.  Water-related 

savings could substantially increase from historical levels if water utilities or 

wastewater treatment plants decide to pursue large-scale projects, and the 

Commission’s determination signals the program administrator to place greater 

emphasis on developing those projects. 

• The Commission made a preliminary determination to spend $30 million in 

program funds that had remained undesignated during the present quadrennium.  

Absent any other significant changes in program funding, applying these 

$30 million in funds will increase program budgets by approximately 10 percent 

compared to the budget for the 2011-2014 quadrennium.  It is likely that the 

additional spending will result in increased savings.  However, several of the 

approved uses for the funds, including strategic energy management, dairy 

digesters, and a revolving renewable loan fund represent new program approaches 

whose savings potential is uncertain compared to many of Focus’ long-established 

existing programs.  As such, projections of the final savings that will be achieved 

from those programs are also comparatively uncertain. 

• The Commission’s preliminary determination to support renewable technologies 

through revolving loans funded largely through the undesignated funds would 

reduce the amount of renewable technology spending in Focus’ annual budgets.  

Funding available for energy efficiency measures would increase accordingly, by 
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approximately 1 percent over the quadrennium.2  Because efficiency measures can 

on average achieve energy savings more cost-effectively than renewable measures, 

this shift could result in increased savings.  The impacts are difficult to estimate 

because it is uncertain how the additional efficiency funding would be distributed 

among different programs and technologies, or how the funding would have been 

otherwise distributed among renewable technologies. 

• Focus evaluation staff are currently conducting studies to measure the savings 

Focus has achieved through the effects of market transformation and sponsorship of 

training events.  Because neither type of savings have been credited to the program 

in the current quadrennium, both studies are likely to identify increased savings.  

Preliminary estimates of market effects specific to CFL sales, performed for the 

2013 Focus evaluation report, identified annual impacts equal to approximately 2 to 

3 percent of gross CFL savings.  This finding likely represents a maximum estimate 

of program-wide savings potential from market effects due to Focus’ longstanding 

emphasis on the CFL market and the likelihood that resource constraints will 

prohibit evaluation staff from calculating market effects for all program measures.  

Training evaluations conducted on business programs earlier in Focus’ history 

identified electricity savings equal to 3 to 5 percent of total business sector savings, 

and gas savings in greater proportion.  It is difficult to assess whether these findings 

provide a reasonable guide for projecting the savings that could be found in the 

current studies due to changes in training curricula over time and differences in the 

scope of the historic and present evaluations.  However, the historical findings do 

suggest that the present training studies could find measurable savings. 

Two other preliminary determinations made by the Commission could affect savings 

achievement, but it would not be appropriate to consider them in this decision.  As pilot 

programs, any residential behavioral programs that may be implemented under the 

2 Renewable energy program expenditures have been approximately $4.5 million per year.  Under the current 
renewable loan program proposal, there would be an additional $4.5 million available in 2015, and $2.5 million 
available in 2016, 2017, and 2018 (after $2 million is set aside for the renewable loan fund in each of those years).  
This results in an additional $12 million over the 2015-2018 period for energy efficiency compared to the 2011-2014 
period, which equates to an approximately 1 percent increase. 
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Commission’s determination would be designed in large part to provide information on 

appropriate program design and outcomes rather than only to maximize program savings.  

Excluding projected behavioral program savings from the Commission’s goals may therefore be 

appropriate to signal to the program administrator that savings should not be pursued at the 

expense of other program objectives.3  On the other hand, Focus’ savings potential could 

increase if the Commission chooses to implement a building codes program in response to the 

plans it has requested from Commission staff.  In both cases, the preliminary determinations 

establish that the Commission will approve either type of program before it can be implemented.  

Because the Commission will have the opportunity to adjust savings goals at the same time it 

approves either type of program, their potential effect on savings achievement does not need to 

be taken into account at this time. 

Commission Alternatives 

 Commission staff prepared three alternatives for the Commission’s consideration:  

increasing the historical baseline by 7.5 percent, 10 percent, or 15 percent.  The Commission can 

select an alternative based on its judgment of the aggregate effects the factors listed above will 

have in increasing or decreasing overall savings potential during the next quadrennium.  The 

Commission should also take into account the effects the selection of a historical baseline will 

have on the final goals as outlined in the preceding section. 

 Alternative One would set goals at 10 percent above the historical baseline.  This figure 

would be consistent with the increase applied for the 2011-2014 quadrennial goals.  This 

alternative could be appropriate if the Commission believes that the figure continues to reflect a 

3 One option for doing so could be to reduce the overall savings goal by a percentage equal to the percent of the 
quadrennial budget approved for behavioral pilots. 
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reasonable performance increase to expect from the program.  This alternative may also be 

appropriate if the Commission believes that the factors listed above, taken together, will not 

substantially increase or decrease savings potential during the 2015-18 time period. 

 Alternative Two would set goals at 7.5 percent above the historical baseline.  This 

alternative may be appropriate if the Commission judges that the factors decreasing savings are 

likely have greater effects than the factors increasing savings.  This would be reasonable if the 

Commission believes that the additional savings that may be achieved through evaluation 

studies, water-related projects, and use of undesignated funds are more uncertain, or smaller in 

scale, than the declines in potential that could occur due to building code updates or changes in 

the residential market. 

Alternative Three would set goals at 15 percent above this historical baseline.  This 

alternative would be reasonable if the Commission believes it is appropriate to expect a larger 

performance increase from the program administrator than it did for the current quadrennium.  

This alternative may also be appropriate if the Commission believes that new developments 

during the next quadrennium, such as the spending of undesignated funds and evaluation of 

market effects, are likely to increase overall savings potential more than the effects of code 

updates or residential market changes are likely to decrease that potential. 

Alternative One:  The Commission’s 2015-2018 net annual savings goals will represent 

a 10 percent increase over the historical baseline. 

 Alternative Two:  The Commission’s 2015-2018 net annual savings goals will represent 

a 7.5 percent increase over the historical baseline. 

Alternative Three:  The Commission’s 2015-2018 net annual savings goals will 

represent a 15 percent increase over the historical baseline. 
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Overall Energy Goal Rather than Specific Goals for kWh, kW, and Therms 

In a memorandum dated October 7, 2013, Commission staff outlined the concept of an 

overall energy savings goal rather than specific goals for kWh, kW, and therms.  (DL: 874021.)  

Under this concept, minimum thresholds for kWh and therm savings are established.  However, the 

overall Commission-established goals would be set in British thermal units, a general measure of 

energy use, which would allow the program administrator to reach the overall goal for the 

quadrennium using any combination of therms and kWh above their minimum thresholds.  This 

new approach would allow the program administrator flexibility with program planning in order to 

deliver programs as cost-effectively as possible.  The Commission determined that the exchange 

rate proposed for 2014 was a sensible response to concerns regarding the difficulty in achieving 

therm savings with the current low natural gas prices.  In approving the Quadrennium Planning II 

scope in December 2013, the Commission stated that overall savings goals were worth further 

consideration as a way to help the program administrator respond to changing market factors. 

Commission Alternatives 

Three alternatives are presented for Commission consideration.  Should the Commission 

wish to reiterate its decision from October 2013, it could choose to require minimum levels of kWh 

and therms achievement, but set an overall energy savings goal that reflects these minimum 

achievements, plus additional achievement from any combination of kWh and therm savings.  

Alternative One would set minimum levels of kWh and therm achievement equal to 90 percent of 

the overall goal, leaving 10 percent to be achieved from any combination of savings.  Alternative 

Two would set minimum levels equal to 80 percent and leave 20 percent to be achieved from any 

combination of fuels.  These alternatives are consistent with comments provided by the Joint 

Utilities, the city of Milwaukee, and Clean Wisconsin, which generally support the idea of an 
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overall energy goal, but state that minimum thresholds are necessary to maintain equity in benefits 

between electric and gas customers. 

Two issues need to be kept in mind when determining the appropriateness and design of an 

overall energy savings goal.  First, the Commission needs to be mindful of the potential to increase 

cross-subsidization between electric ratepayers and gas ratepayers.  The Joint Utilities state that 

they generally support actions that add flexibility to the Focus program in ways that enable the 

program administrator to adapt quickly and efficiently to market factors and remain as 

cost-effective as possible with ratepayer dollars, but stated that a moderate but limited “therm to 

kWh exchange” option could ensure Focus maintains a full menu of options available to all 

customer segments.  Second, a statutory objective of the Focus program is to address market 

barriers to energy efficiency, an objective that will be detracted by an overall energy goal.  Low 

natural gas prices are a perfect example of a barrier to participation.  Therefore, the Joint Utilities 

also stated that the program should review the program administrator performance incentive 

structure to ensure that the performance incentives do not conflict with the goals of quadrennium 

planning or Act 141.  While the Citizens Utility Board stated that it does not recommend the 

establishment of an overall energy savings goal, should the Commission determine to set an overall 

goal, minimum savings levels for natural gas and electricity should be established and only a small 

portion of the goal (10 to 20 percent) should be at play for the exchange of natural gas and electric 

savings. 

Alternative Three would be for the Commission to set kWh, therm, and perhaps kW goals 

(depending on its decision on energy savings and demand) and not set an overall energy goal.  This 

alternative is supported by the American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy (ACEEE) and 

S.O.U.L. of Wisconsin, Inc.  ACEEE believes that Focus should continue to have specific goals for 
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kWh, kW, and therm savings through improved customer end-use efficiency because that has been 

the objective of Focus and should remain so.  ACEEE also stated that it is not clear what 

advantages there would be to moving to an overall energy goal.  ACEEE believes an overall 

energy goal could raise more complicated issues associated with fuel switching; combined heat and 

power systems; alternative fuels; and thermal equivalents of renewable energy sources such as 

hydropower.  Should the Commission choose this option, Commission staff will develop specific 

options for goals based on decisions made in Sections One through Five.  These options will be 

discussed and decisions made at a second meeting. 

Alternative One:  Establish an overall energy savings goal.  Minimum kWh and therm 

thresholds will be set equal to 90 percent of the overall goal. 

Alternative Two:  Establish an overall energy savings goal.  Minimum kWh and therm 

thresholds will be set equal to 80 percent of the overall goal. 

Alternative Three:  Do not establish an overall energy goal and keep specific kWh, therm, 

(and maybe kW) goals. 

JS:jlt:DL: 00938138 
 
Attachment:  Appendix A 
 
Key Background Documents 
9501-FE-116  Focus Exchange Rate and Budget v4_0 with CAS comments.pdf - DL: 874021 
 

16 

http://intranet/DL/document/ViewFile.aspx?id=B12EA71D74604EC3A88784E42DF725E3


 

APPENDIX A 
Commission Decisions on July 10, 2014 

 
Decision Area Commission Decision 

(1) Role of Focus in 
Positioning Wisconsin 
to Meet Federal Carbon 
Standards 

The Focus program should continue to be used as it has been to 
better position the state of Wisconsin to cost-effectively meet 
federal carbon standards, with energy savings as the primary 
goal of the program and continued tracking of emission 
reductions. 

(2) Emphasis between 
Energy and Demand 

Continue to establish Focus goals based on reductions in 
energy use and peak demand, with more emphasis on energy 
use savings and resulting emission reductions. 

(3) Value of On-peak 
Versus Off-peak Energy 
Savings 

(1) The Commission directed Commission staff to develop 
alternatives for Commission approval on implementing 
differentiated on-peak and off-peak kWh incentives for the 
Focus renewable energy program.  This plan shall be 
completed three months after the EERD biogas storage and 
on-peak generation final report is completed. 

(2) The Commission directs Commission staff to develop a 
white paper on eliminating kW incentives and 
implementing differentiated on-peak and off-peak kWh 
incentives.  The white paper shall be presented to the 
Commission by May 1, 2018. 

(4) Cost Effectiveness Test 

Program portfolios and measures are to meet a modified TRC 
test of cost-effectiveness.  It is also appropriate to conduct a 
UAT to inform program design, and to report results of the 
Expanded TRC test and the RIM test for informational 
purposes.  

(5) Rate Impact Mitigation 
Strategies 

Rate mitigation strategies related to Focus contributions will be 
considered on a case-by-case basis in utility rate proceedings. 

(6) Carbon Value 

Staff and the EWG workgroup should evaluate and report back 
to the Commission on appropriate market-based carbon values 
no later than October 2015.  The Commission will select the 
proper valuation.  The Commission determined to use $15 as a 
proxy for 2015. 

(7) Avoided Costs 

(1) Electric: For the purposes of evaluating Focus, avoided 
electric energy costs will be based on a forecasted LMP that 
is the average of LMPs across Wisconsin nodes. 

(2) Natural Gas: For the purposes of evaluating Focus, avoided 
natural gas energy costs will be based on a long-term price 
forecast.  The EWG will review available sources for long-
term price forecasts and recommend appropriate sources 
and calculation methods to the Commission no later than 
December 31, 2014. 

(8) Discount Rate Use a discount rate of 2% for Focus cost-effectiveness tests. 

 



 

Decision Area Commission Decision 

(9) Measure Lifetime, 
Degradation and 
Persistence of Savings 

Continue to use the current EUL-based approach to document 
life-cycle savings.  The EWG shall consider alternatives to the 
current approach and recommend modifications, including any 
evidence to suggest an appropriate decay rate can be applied to 
the program.  

(10) Resource Acquisition 
and Market 
Transformation 

Focus goals should emphasize short-term energy savings.  
Qualitative targets for long-term market effects over the next 
four years should be set and the Program Administrator shall 
prioritize designs that simultaneously achieve short-term 
energy savings while targeting longer-term market changes. 

(11) Emphasis of Business 
and Residential 

60% of Focus funding shall be allocated to business program 
ratepayers and 40% residential programs, approximately 
proportional to collection. 

(12) Energy-Water Nexus 

Focus may claim savings and offer incentives for water saving 
measures that also reduce the energy involved with supplying 
water to and/or treating wastewater from homes and businesses.  
By December 31, 2014, Commission staff shall develop 
guidelines for Focus and voluntary utility programs to estimate 
water-related energy savings. 

(13) Should Focus Receive 
Credit for Code 
Changes 

The Commission does not have sufficient information and 
directs Commission staff to develop a plan and budget, by first 
quarter 2015, for determining the potential for a Focus building 
code initiative that includes an existing building code 
compliance assistance initiative and a stretch code 
development, education and compliance assistance initiative. 

(14) Pilots for Behavioral 
Programs 

Focus funds may be used for residential behavior pilots during 
the quadrennium.  The Commission shall approve the design of 
any pilot in advance of implementation. 

(15) Renewable Energy 
Priorities 

The priority for the Focus renewable energy programs is to 
implement cost-effective and technically feasible renewable 
energy technologies. 

(16) Renewable Energy – 
Other Program Design 
Issues 

It is appropriate for Focus to discontinue renewable energy 
rebates.  Focus shall design and implement a renewable energy 
loan program. 

(17) SEERA Designated 
Fund 

Approve SEERA’s proposed designated fund policy of 
maintaining 30 percent of the prior year’s actual revenue to 
ensure adequate liquidity to meet ongoing obligations. 

(18) SEERA Undesignated 
Dollars 

$10 million for the Renewable Loan Program; $9.3 million for 
the Strategic Energy Management program expansion; $6.4 
million for a dairy digester program; $2 million for the NGA 
pilot program.  Direct staff, program administrator and 
stakeholders to develop a proposal by year’s end, consistent 
with their discussion, for a Commission decision on remaining 
dollars. 

 

 




